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America&rsquo;s national deficit will burden future generationsand hurt the long term well-being of our nation. That is
why, as the stewardsof our constituents&rsquo; hard-earned taxpayer dollars, Congress must always ensurethat every
cent we spend is absolutely essential. But we can never forget thatin meeting Congress&rsquo; first priority &ndash;
keeping America safe &ndash; there is no bettervalue than the one percent of the U.S. budget that is spent on foreign aid
anddiplomacy.Some of my Republican colleagues have suggested that America would be betteroff if we drastically cut
our foreign aid and State Department funding. Thistype of thinking is based on the faulty assumption that this level of
fundingis disproportionately high compared to other spending priorities. With only onepercent of the U.S. federal budget
allocated for these programs, nothing couldbe further from the truth.

U.S. spending on foreign aid and diplomacy under President Ronald Reagan wasnever less than 1.1 percent of the
federal budget. Today, in our more interconnected,just as complex, and equally hostile world, our country would be less
secure ifwe removed our diplomatic presence from the globe. It would be a detriment toour national security if the United
States didn&rsquo;t have Americans who knowforeign languages, live in countries throughout the world, and understand
thecultures, ways of thinking, and history of those nations.

Without knowledgeable American personnel on the ground, how would we be able tomake fully-informed decisions on
which diplomatic and military alliances tostrengthen and which to weaken or break? Without the information we gather
fromour international efforts, how would we know which countries could be broughtover to democracy, become better
trading partners with America, or be more cooperativewith the West?

Military professionals, from the Secretary of Defense to the American forces onthe ground, agree about the importance of
foreign aid and State Departmentprograms. As Secretary of Defense Robert Gates said last September,
&ldquo;Developmentis a lot cheaper than sending soldiers.&rdquo; Regarding the perspective of theprofessional officers
who direct our soldiers on the battlefield, a pollcommissioned in 2010 by the U.S. Global Leadership Coalition concluded,
&ldquo;nearly90 percent of active duty and retired military officers agree the tools ofdiplomacy and development are
critical to achieving U.S. national securityobjectives and a strong military alone is not enough to protect America.&rdquo;
Andput succinctly by the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Admiral MikeMullen, in a letter to Congress last year about
these programs, &ldquo;The moresignificant the cuts, the longer military operations will take, and the moreand more lives
are at risk.&rdquo;

With U.S. troops deployed in Afghanistan and Iraq; Iran racing toward nuclearweapons; the volatile situations in Egypt,
Lebanon, Sudan, and Tunisia; andterror threats emerging from Somalia, Yemen, and virtually every corner of theworld;
now is not the time to have less knowledge of foreign languages, fewerembassies, or fewer diplomats working to avert
war and nuclear proliferation.The interests of the United States would certainly not be well served if wewere to deny
military aid to indispensible allies that help us fight terrorism,protect essential sea lanes, provide safe ports for our troops,
and deliverworld-class intelligence in real time.

Indeed, for these reasons, and many more, our foreign aid and diplomatic budgethas a return on investment that is at
least a thousand fold. Cutting foreignaid will not right our struggling economy, but will ultimately cost us more inU.S. lives
and taxpayer dollars. It will surely cause direct and substantialharm to America&rsquo;s national security.

That is why, while we need to cut spending, while we need to get rid of waste,while we need to find additional sources of
revenue, a dramatic reduction inthe one percent of the U.S. budget devoted to foreign aid and diplomacy is notwise.
There are other cuts in spending that would reduce our deficit withoutharming our national security.

For example, we could begin with cutting the approximately $4 billion a yeargiven to the oil and gas industries to
encourage them to look for energy. Oilcompanies do not need taxpayer encouragement for that purpose, especially as
theycontinue to post record-breaking profits. Congress also can cut bloatedagriculture subsidies, particularly for food-
based biofuels, and roll backnon-stimulative tax breaks for individuals with incomes of more than onemillion dollars per
year. These policies amount to billions of wasted taxpayerdollars each year.

I look forward to working with my Republican and Democratic colleagues toaddress our unacceptable federal deficit, but
we must make cuts where they makesense, not where they jeopardize the national security of the United States.
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